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of the ideas. That such employment is possible can hardly be
doubted when we consider that they arise in us from the very
nature of our capacity to reason and therefore it would be intoler-
able to suppose that they are necessarily empty and misleading.
We must first remember that reason is not, as concepts are,
related directly to objects, but that its function is rather to order
those concepts themselves and connect them by its inferential
process with one another.. By so doing it introduces unity into a
manifold not of things but of concepts, and its final objective may
be regarded as the complete unification of the processes of the
understanding. The unity at which reason aims, however, differs
in a vital respect from that which is effected by the understanding.
The latter is an immanent unity brought about in our experience,
whereas the former is ideal and transcends experience. It is rather
to be conceived as an imaginary point on which actual lines of
investigation converge but which they never reach1; and the
fallacies which have been considered in the Dialectic are then due
to the mistaken assumption that the convergence is completed.
Reason indeed aims always at complete systematization; it seeks
to make explicit the interrelation of parts in conformity with a
single principle, and thus presupposes the ideal form of a com-
pleted whole of knowledge which precedes a determinate knowledge
of the parts. It demands that knowledge gained by the under-
standing should be perfectly unified so as to constitute a system,
not a mere aggregate of propositions. On the other hand, this
systematic unity must never be conceived as given prior to detailed
knowledge of the parts which constitute it, but simply as a project
to be carried out or a problem to be solved. Thus it is proper for
empirical investigation in the light of reason to aim at the con-
clusion that all mental processes are ultimately to be regarded as
manifestations of a single fundamental power (e.g. the vis repre-
sentatiya of Baumgarten), but it is fallacious to posit such a power
as actually existing. It is to be treated as the aim of our empirical
inquiry, not as a datum for use in that inquiry. It must not, how-
ever, be supposed that such ideas when conceived as regulative
are mere luxuries from the point of view of empirical investigation.
On the contrary, they are essential to the effective employment of
the understanding, as will shortly be apparent. For if we consider
the three fundamental heuristic maxims formulated by logic for the
direction of empirical research, we find that each of them postulates
1 Described as a, focus imaginarius. B 672.